
PRESERVATION OF WILDERNESS  AREAS 

FRIDAY, MAY 5, 1972 

U.S. SENATE, 
SUBCONMITTEE ox PUBLIC LANDS 

OF TfIE COMMIlTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR h A I R S ,  
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant  to notice, in room 
:3110, Sew Senate Office Building,  Hon. Frank Church  (chairman) 
['residing. 

Present : Senators  Church  (presiding)  and  Allott. 
Staff present:  Jerry Verkler, staff dlrector;  Porter  Ward, profes- 

sional  staff' member;  and  Charles Cook, minority counsel. 
Senator CHURCH. Ladies  and gentlemen, this  is  the  time  duly no- 

ticed and set for an open hearing by the  Senate Subcommittee on 
public Lands on legislation which would designate  various  addi- 
tional areas  for the Wilderness  Preservation  System. The areas in- 
volved are located on national  wildlife  refuges,  national parks, and 
mtional  forests.  The  areas  under  consideration in S. 2453 are: Far- 
allon National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Calif.;  Chamisso  National Wildlife 
Refuge, Alaska;  Sational Key Deer Refuge, Great  White  Heron 
Sational  Wildlife  Refuge  and  Ke  West National  Wildlife Refuge, 
Fla.; Simeonof National Wildli P e  Refuge, Alaska; Izembek  Na- 
tional Wildlife Refuge, Alaska; West Sister  National  Wildlife  Ref- 
l!ge, Ohio; Breton  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  La. ; Isle Royale  Na- 
tlonal Park, Jlich.; Sequoia and Kings  Canyon  Xational  Parks, 
('alif.;  North Cascades Kational Park, Wash.;  and  Shenandoah Na- 
tional Park, Va. 

Other measures to be considered here  today are: S. 1198, Indian 
Peaks IVilderness, Colo.: Flat Tops  Wilderness,  Colo.; S. 3119 and 
H.R. 736 (House passed bill),  the Cedar  Keys  National Wildlife 
Refuge, .Fla.: S. 3120, the  National  Key  Deer  Refuge, Great  White 
Heron Xational  Wildlife  Refuge, and  Key  West  National  Wildlife 
Refuge, Fla.: S. 2539 and  amendment No. 1164, Isle Royale  Na- 
tional Park, ?.lich.; S. 2158 and S. 3541, Shenandoah  National Park, 
Va. 

The areas encompassed in these  bills approximate 1,869,725 acres. 
Due to the large number of witnesses appearing  here  today  to 

!")[I to limit vour remarks  to not more than 5 minutes, and  then  to 
Present' testimony on these legislative  proposals, I will ask  each of 

submit your full statement for  the record where it will  appear  as if 
:(,:td. Also in the interest of saving time we have  grouped witnesses 
M O  panels as indicated on the witness list. If you wish to testif on 
l m e  than one area do so while VOLI are  at  the witness  table. P P ease 
k(*t'l) i n  I n i n d  t h p  5-mirlt l tcx limitition, If there  is  anyone that would 
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STATEMENT OF HON. I?R.ANK CHURCH, A U.S. SENAmR FROM TEE 
STATE OF IDAHO 

Senatcr CHCRCH. As we begin this  hearing, I want to  take  just a few 
moments to reflect on the  broader questions that will be involved  as 
we discuss these individual wilderness proposals. 

Before us today  are  wilderness  proposals  involving all  three agen- 
cies which have a part of the wilderness review program.  Each 
agency has  approached its job of wilderness studies on the basis of 
its own history  and policies, from its own perspectives. Thus, it is 
not surprising  that we  find  some differences in how their results 
come out  in these proposals. 

But I want  to  stress  that we are  operating  here  under  the same 

IS the common denominator. I want to  take a careful look as we pro- 
ceed to see that  the policies of these three agencies are consistent 
with each other  and  are consistent, overall, with  the  intent of Con- 
gress embodied in  the 1964 Wilderness  Act. 

That act was an  historic piece of legislation,  one of the most im- 
portant enacted in recent decades in  the field  of public  land adminis- 
tration.  That is how I described the  act in 1961 when it was my 
great privilege to c.arry the wilderness bill on the  Senate floor as 
floor manager, at a time when the  then  committee chairman, Clint 
Anderson, was hospitalized. We  had a good debate  that  day  on  the 
wilderness bill,  as we had  through  all  the  years of preparing  the 
bill,  with the personal  help of the  former committee  chairman, 
James  Jlurray  and of Clint Anderson, as well as  the  active  partici- 
pation of Senator  Jackson,  Senator  Xeuberger,  and  Senator  Allott. 

Much important  detail was covered in that long  legislative his- 
tory, some  of  which is essential to give us  guidance  today as we  con- 
sider  the wilderness policies of these agencies as reflected in the 
proposals  before us. 

? uoverning statutory direction, the  Wilderness  Act of 1964. This  act 

Let me raise some  specific points that  are  quite  important : 
I note that  in  national  park wilderness, the  Department of the In- 

terior  maintains  that  an  area  under  established  and  authorized  graz- 
ing use is  not, as a matter of blanket policy, considered suitable for 
wilderness. I am at a loss to find a justification for  that policy in the 
Wilderness Act. On  this  point,  the  legislative  history is very clear. 
On the floor of the  Senate,  in 1961, I offered a committee  amend- 
ment, which carried  unanimously, to  make it absolutely  clear that es- 
tablished  grazing may continue within  national  park or wildlife  ref- 
uge wilderness. My 1961 amendment was  expressly for  the purpose 
of clarifying, in the legislative history,  that  the special allowance 
for continuing  established  grazing  within  designated  wilderness as 
well as  national  forest wilderness. As I said on the  Senate floor: 
“Such grazing as presently  exists may continue  as before. It is not 
affected  by the bill-the bill expressly provides that  any  restrictions 
that ma? apply  in a wilderness area  are  made  subject  to  existing 
rights.”  (Congressional Record, daily  edition,  September 5,  1961, 
page S.  15922). 

Bv  the same token. I offered  an amendment to make it clear  that 
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&ablished, could continue within  national  park wilderness, as well 
as within  national  forest  wilderness. In  that  regard, I then said 
this: “It is my feeling,  and I think  the  feeling is shared  b most 
me,mbers  of the committee-that there is no reason to con&e the 
stated exception to wilderness areas which are carved  out of national 
forests.” (ibid,  page S 16965). And  that  clarifying amendment 
pssed  the  Senate by a voice  vote. Yet I understand  that  the  Park 
Service  does not recommend grazing  lands as wilderness and does 
not intend to recommend the  surface of Crater  Lake or of Yellow- 
stone Lake as wilderness.  These  exclusions are  not  mandated, in any 
sense,  by the Congress. 

Now, we have a grazing  area exclusion in one of the proposals be- 
fore us today, the proposed wilderness for  Kings  Canyon  National 
Park. There is no reason in  law for  that exclusion. 

NOR-, we  see that  the  National Park Service is, again, as a matter 
of blanket policy, setting  the  boundaries of its proposed  wilderness 
Itnits back from  the edge of roads,  developed areas  and  the  park 
tmlmdaries by “buffer”  and “threshold” zones  of varying widths. 
There is no requirement for  that in the  Wilderness Act. No other 
: p n c y  draws  wilderness  boundaries in  this way,  which has  the effect 
,,f excluding the  critical edge of wilderness from  full  statutory  pro- 
tection. The  Wilderness Act calls for  the  designation of suitable 
wild lands which are of wilderness  “character.” This term “wilder- 
!less character”  applies only to t.he  immediate  land  involved  itself, 
llot, to influences upon it from  outside  areas. This  point was specified 
precisely in an  early  amendment to the wilderness bill, which at  one 
time used the  alternative  term  “Wilderness environment.” On  July 
2.  1950, the  then  chairman of the  Interior  Committee  introduced S. 
: ~ ) 9  as amended,  “clean  bill”  version of the wilderness  bill.  One of 
the amendments embodied there was the  change  from  the  term “wil- 
tlrmess environment”  in the act‘s definition to  the  term “wilderness 
~~nrironment!’  in the act‘s definition to  the  term “wilderness  charac- 
ter.’‘ Senator Murray explained this amendment,  and I quote:  “The 
wrd ‘character’ is substituted because ‘environment’  might be taken 
r o  mean the surroundings of wilderness rather  than  the wilderness 
mtity.” (Congressional Record for  July 2,  1960.) What  this amend- 
I t w n t  made clear is that  the  suitability of each acre of possible wil- 
h n e s s  is to be ascertained on the basis of that wilderness entity, 
not on the basis of insubstantial  outside influences. Sights  and 
*mds from outside the  boundary  do  not  invalidate a wilderness 
(Itssignation or make  threshold  exclusions  necessary,  as  a  matter of 
!:i\v. 

On the  same point, I note that,  for  example, wide swaths of land 
‘r‘’ excluded from wilderness adjacent to t.he Generals  Highway in 
*I*tpoia National Park. Yet, I find no plans  for  any new develop- 
‘11wt in that area in  the  recently-approved  park  master  plan. So I 
-111 to see the reason for  excluding these  wild lands,  the  critical 
!rillpcs of the  wilderness, while there would seem to be good reason 
! ‘ r  Putting them within  the  full  protective  boundary of the desig- 

I 

t r d  wilderness. 
I’ tlln ~ ~ l ~ n n n o  nf vnnri cnhctqnti-1 voqcnnq tn tho onntrnrl-- 
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areas  within  national  parks  should embrace all wild land.  There is 
no lawful policv basis for massive exclusions of qualified lands on 
which no development is planned. I can appreciate  the  interest of 
any agency in not surrendering  their  full  administrative discretion 

but. that is  what the  Wilderness  Act mandates the  National  Park 
over such areas. to  build  and develop or not  to build and develop, 

Service  to do. This is not out of any  suspicion or concern for  Park 
Service stewardship,  but because we in  the Congress recognized the 
pressures that would face  the  national parks, and  provided  in  the 
Wilderness  Act  the  statutory basis for  strengthening t,he  protective 
hand of the  National Park Service. 

I am especially concerned about  the  nonwilderness “enclaves” 
which seem to  pepper  all of these  national  park  wilderness propos- 
als. There  are more than 30 separate Swiss-cheese-like enclaves 
within Sequoia and  Kings Canyon  National  Parks. I find no con- 
vincing rationale  for  this practice. 

As one who was intimately involved in  fashioning  the  Wilderness 
Act, I want  to assure the Xat,ional Park Service  and the  Department 
of the  Interior  that  the  Wilderness Act was not  deliberately con- 
trived  to  hamstring reasonable and necessary management actlvities. 

First, I call your  attention  to  the import.ant  and often neglected 
distinction between the  definition of wilderness suitability, which is 
found in section 2(c) of the  Wilderness Act  and t,he provisions gov- 
erning management of an  area of wilderness once designated, which 
are found  in  the various subsections of section 4 of the  act. It was 
not the  intent. of Congress that  the sect.ion 4 management provisions 
be applied  as  criteria  and  standards  for  adding  an  area  to  the Na- 
tional  Wilderness  Preservation  System.  The  test of suitability of an 
area  for wilderness  designation is simply  and solely in  the definition 
of wilderness in section 2(c), which is a reasonable, flexible defini- 
tion,  resting basically on a balancing  judgment. of the  imprint of 
man‘s n-ork being  “substantially unnoticeable!’ mithin the proposed 
\l-ilderness entity. 

There  is much confusion on this  point which has led to some poli- 
cies about, what  can or cannot be designated  “wilderness” which are 
sinlplv not consistent \Tit11 the  clear  intent of the Congress as we  on 
this cbmmittee spelled it out. and it. is reflected in  the  abundant leg- 
islative history T am citing  this  morning. For instance,  many of 
these so-called wilderness enclaves are based on assumptions and pol- 
icies  of the  Department of the  Interior which are  not  in conform- 
m c e  with  the  directives and  intent of the Congress. I will  want to 
exercise close scrutiny of these proposals to assure that  the correct 
and  accurate  intent of the  Wilderness Act is fulfilled m we add  the 
additional areas. 

Xow, returning  to  the  matter of the enclaves, it is apparently 
argued  that  they  are necessary because whatever  facilities  are  within 
them-r planned  to be placed within them-would not be permissi- 
ble within a wilderness area  under  the  terms of the  Wilderness Act. 
That  interpret,ation of the  act  is  simply  in  error. 

Srction 1 of thc Wildernesq :\ct Q n ~ s :  
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\vitllin any  wilderness  areas  designated by this Act  and,  except as necessary  to 
olininium reqriirenlents for the  administration of the  area for the purpose 

of this act-including measures reqnirrd  in emergencies  involving  the  health 
l I l ~ t ~  safety of persons within  the  area-there  shall be no temporary  road.  no 
,lse l lf  nioror vehicles.  motorized  eqnipment or motorboats, no landing of air- 
cnlft .  no other form of inecl~anical  transport  and  no  structure or installation 
\ritllin any such  area. 

First, let  me say that t,llis provision applies  equally to  all  areas 
d,.signated as wilderness, not just  to  the  original  Forest  Service 
ilrp:~s covered in by the 1964 act itself. 

second, note that. these prohibitions of  uses specifically exempt the 
sitnation of existing  private  rights. We  had a lot of debate on that 
I'oint during  formdation of the  wilderness  bill.  Senator  Allott,  in 
prt.icular, wanted our  intent in this respect to be very  clear. What 
tile act intends  and  contemplates is that  small  private  inholdings, 
Illinera1 claims, p a z i n g  areas  and  the like,  which constitute estab- 
I i S I l c d  private  rlghts  or privileges  may be encompassed within  the 
Ilolllldaries of a wilderness area,  and need not  be  specially enclaved 

otherwise segregated  from  the  wilderness  area  within  which  they 
lie. To the degree that  prohibitions  in  the  Wilderness  Act would 
illfringe the exercise of the  private  right,,  they  are  exempted  from 

control of those prohibitions  by  virtue of the  controlling  phrase 
rIl:lt these prohibitions  are "subject to existing  private rights." Thus, 
111r private  mineral  claims  and  other  private  inholdings, as well as 
tilr grazing  areas  within these proposed park  wilderness  units  may 
111, designated now, without  further  complication  as encompassed 
\ y i t h i n  thr wilderness-this applies to mineral  claims  in  the  North 
(';wades,  the  grazing  area  in  Kings  Canyon,  the  various  life-tenure 
Ir ivate  rights In Isle Royale and  similar  situations.  Upon  termina- 
t i o n  of these various  private  rights,  the  land  will  already be a part 
o f  the \vilderness within \vhich it lies. with 110 need for  further  pro- 
ctdures or legislation. I mould point  out that this is the way the 
I;orest Service routinely  handles  inholdings  within its wilderness 
:LI'C:IS, and  the same practice  should be used for park and  refuge 
:\rws. 

\-ow, there  are  also a variety of these enclaves  set aside to contain 
5:irions sorts of management facilities  in  park  and  refuge  wilder- 
III'SS. For  example, there  are 22 enclaves, nine  acres each, for teleme- 
ttvirlg precipitation  measuring  equipment in Sequoia  and  Kings 
( ' :~nyon.  and there is an  enclave rrithin  the  wilderness a t  Simeonof 
S:donal Wildlife  Refuge, 131 acres in size, to allow  occasional land- 
!IW of aircraft  for management purposes. Now, I call  your  atten- 
l i w  to  the  phrase  in t.he prohibition  of  uses  in  section 4 of the  Wil- 
~ I ~ ~ I w s ~  -1ct which states "except as necessary to meet  minimum 
nyirements  for  the  administration of the  area  for  the  purpose of 
'Ill< I .  :Ict'' such uses are  prohibited. 

1 his provision fully allows for necesmry  management  functions to 
' * ' f '111 '  within wilderness, without need for  exclusionary enclaves. We 
. .  I ~ ~ w ( l  to permit  the  managjng agencies a reasonable and necessary 
: ~ r l t l l ( k  in such activities wIth1n wilderness where  the  purpose  is to 

i:rl'teg.t the ailderness,  its resources and  the  public  visitors  within 
'!I!* :I~:I--all of which are consistent with  "the  purposes of the act." 

I'!".; pmvision allows for necwsnry minimum  sanitation  facilitie? .~ . . . . . . . . 
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various fire protection necessities, such as fire  towers,  helispots and 
fire rings  in  primitive  camps. It allows for  the development of pro. 
tected potable  water  supplies. All of these elements of management 
activity  are permissible within designated  wilderness,  if kept to the 
minimum ”necessary to meet minimum requiremenh  for  the admin- 

ment facilities  and  activities are  prohibited;  they are not-the test is 
istration of the  area.“ The  issue is  not  whether necessary manage. 

whether  they are in fact necessary. Not,hing  in  the  act of the legisla- 
tive intent requires or forces the  National Park Service or the 
Bureau of Sport Fisheries  and  Wildlife to carve  out  these  kinds of 
nonwilderness enclaves-not for snow gauges and telemetering 
equipment, not  for fire lookorlts, not  for  ranger  patrol  cabins, not 
for  pit toilets or  other minimum sanitary  facilities,  not  for  helispok 
or provision for occasional landing of management  aircraft,  not for 
provision of necessary potable  and  protected  water  supply,  not for 
necessary and  minimum  facilities for fish and  wildlife management, 
such as  katering holes, guzzlers, fish traps,  not  for  trailside  shelters 
if of a primitive  kind  and reasonably necessary to serve the purposes 
of the  nilderness area-as opposed to  simply  for  the  comfort and 
convenience of park visitors. 

bodied in these  proposals,  is  undesirable,  dangerous,  inconsistent 
I n  summary, the concept of nonailderness enclaves, a t  least as em- 

with  the 1et.ter and  intent of the  Wilderness  Act,  and  altogether un- 
justified. It, mav be that we will eventually see a need for such an 

types of facilities and uses I have mentioned, I find no  justification 
interior exclusion in some future proposal, but  for  the  kinds  and 

for such enclaves at all. 

tent  and legislative  history behind the  Wilderness  Act as I know it. 
NOT, in these comments I have tried  to  present  the  legislative in- 

S s  one aho  went through  the  unusually long, unusually-detailed 
evolution of that  historic  act, I hare a great.  personal  interest  and a 
deep pride  in it as a landmark element of our  national  land policy. I 
do not-and I think  this committee does not, want  to see the prom- 
ise  of a truly diverse  Xational  Wilderness  Preservation  system  cut 
short by unnecessarily restrictive policies. 

the  Wilderness Aict. We  have  already  added more than 30 new units 
We are now aell  into  the 10-year  period of review established by 

to  the  ailderness system since 1964. Those individual  additions, to- 
gether  Kith  the  original  areas included directly by the 1964 act, pro- 
vide a wealth of,gulding precedents to  help us interpret  and  apply 
the act in a posltlvp, constructive. flexible manner. The legislative 
history, too, provides  guidance as  to  the  intent of the Congress. It is 
my hope that  through these hearings,  as we discuss  these specific 
matters  in t.lle context of these proposals, we can come to  the under- 
standings  that will  help in  the promise of the  Wilderness  Act “se- 
cure for  the American people of present  and  future  generations  the 
benefits of an  enduring resource of wilderness.” 

Senator hllott,  did you have a statement that you wanted to 
make ’? 

Senator ALLOTT. Yes, I do have, Mr.  Chairman. First of all, I 
would like to ask that my statement  and my remarks  appear  in  the 
record immediately  following yours. 
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Before I begill our discnssing thc indivichlal wildrrncss proposals, 
I WOllld like to discuss each one of these  subjects  with  this commit- 
tee  and  explain  the  conditions  under which =e think most of these 
facilities cnn be  inc!ltded in  the  wilderness  area. 

Conditional  additions  to  wilderness. 
There areas which because  of nonFederal ownership-permit- 

ted  use-adjacent  land  problems-or  other reasons do not,  in our 
opinion, q l lx l i fv  for wilderness  toda,y. We ant.icipate  changes in the 
fut1lre. l\-]licl1 i ~ a v  not be in our authority  to  guarantee,  that would 
result i n  the ~;lnds qmlifying  for wilderness and we ~ o u l d  whole- 
hearter1l.r. endorse their inclusion at  that time. I n  order  to  save Con- 
e, vress. tKe administration,  and  the  people  from  the  long  and expen- 
slre process of coming back the  legislative  ronte  to  make these 
additions i n  the fut1lre, we believe that  their  addition could  be  in- 
cl&d in tlle basic lrgislation  establishing  the wilderness,  condi- 
tiounl  upon a specific fntnre event. such as the  termination of a life 
estate  or  grazing  permit,  the  acquisition of an  inholding, etc. 

Snow gnllgt'~-h~.drogral,hic  data  measuring devices. 
Whererer h~gh country  wilderness  exists, snow gauges  are  going 

to be a problem. There is no qnestion  t.hat  they  are  needed  and  im- 
portant to provide  the best water  management  data possible. Good 
r a t e r  manarement is environmentally  important,  and I support it 
strcngly. TTon-evx, this  is  not  ~tsnally a. matter of administrative im- 
portance in  the u-ilderness areas themselves. The  data  for these 
g a q e s  is needed to manage  the  water  farther  downhill.  Therefore, 
undrr the Innpage of the  Wilderness  Act, these  gauges  don't  easily 
qud i f r  as being needed for  administration of the  area. 

Senitor CHI-RCH. Let us just look at  that  for a minute. I think 
that is a very  forced interpretation.  The area-the gauges  are placed 
in  the  area in the first place, because the  area is right for that pur- 
pose. and the area as part. of the  watershed effects all of the  land 
below it. all of the !and  bclow it. 

Therefore yon can't. administer that  area  without  taking  into  rea- 
sonzhle account its  impact on other  land.  The snow up there is going 
to  melt  and in my  experience when the snow melts the  water goes 
downhill and effeits all of the  land. If you  are  going  to  administer 
the nplancl. one  of the  things 1011 mnst  consider 1s the  depth of the 
flow and one of the reasons for  putting  in a gauge is to determine 
that.  That is a part of the  proper  management of the  area. 

Mr. REED. I have no problems with  that, Mr. Chairman, I think I 
c get there in  another page. 

Senator Crrncrr. Okiy. 
Mr. REED. The science of water man4gement and data collection is, 

of course. graving rapidlv. I suspect I t  Kill  not be too  long before 
tile old pole and  crosslnr gauges  rend by a man on skis  or n helicop- 
ter Fill be a thing of the past., and we  -*ill have fully  automatic 
gal!lvcs t!l::t tr.-nsmit dat:1 on snow rlcpth. densitv  and wetness  via 
satellite clnily to computers in  our  central cities, \<hicll in  turn auto- 
matically adjust the  gates  on  dams  and canals. 

WTt!l that  kind of eqtlipment, \re  may  not need  even as many 
gauges as me hare  today. 

In the nleantime, the  Park  Service  has a management  responsibil- 
ity for wilderness areas  in  Kational  Parks,  and  they  quite  properly 
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,v:~nt to  limit  any increase in the  number of s n o ~  gaugrs in  the  wil- 
Jrrrless areas. 

liecause the gauges' administrative  function is off the  area,  and 
I,pc:IIIse of thc need to  mevent  future  additions,  the Park Service ".--~ 
ll:ls drawn a %acre enclave around each existing snow gauge  and  es- 
c l lded  it from wilderness. 

1-nfortunately,  this  has some drawbacks. It limits management 

, l c s w  !oration) could take  the  place of 3 old gauges. It also leaves a 
Aesihility in  relocating snow gauges if,  say, one modern  gauge (in a 

!l-urre hole in  the wilderness  if  a gauge is removed at some future 
time. I n  adclit,ion, there  is no legislative  mandate that these enclaves 

~ 

be managd as rrildrrnccs. 
\G fa r  :ls thr  Sationai  Wilderness  Svstem  in tot.0 is  concerned, we 

, lo  not llxve consistent clirection on  ti& issue. I n  some areas  in'na- 

uses and  included  in  wlderncss ; in  other  areas  they  are excluded. 
tion:ll forests, snow gauges are  treated  as allowed  nonconforming 

Jlr. C,llairman, this committee may  want  to consider how these 
j l ~ o ~  gauges  should be handled in wilderness  areas,  and we would be 
,110s~ interested  in  any  guidance you mould offer. 

_ -  ~ 

Smntor CIKRCH. Mr. Secretary, I tried  to offer that guidance. 
Xr. REEI). I got it loud and clear, Mr. Chairman. 

I,e acceptable nnder section 4 of the  Wilderness  Act, we would then 
If it  is macle a matter of record that  existing snow gauges mould 

Ilarc, no objection to reconsidering  the  excluded  areas  for  nilderness 
&signation. 

Senator Crrrxcrr. Yon  know whv I am  worried  about this. If vou 
Y 

[lare a little snow gauge  there  and'9  acres all around it, and you say 
n-e are  going  to exclude 9 acres out of the wilderness because of the 
SnoIv gauges, I can see  some eager  beaver  planner come up some day 

platmrate motel, or golf course, or some facility to take  care of the 
:~nd say xvhat  we are  going  to need up thcrr in  ?: :a t  9 acrei is some 

pressing numbers of people that  risit  the  area. 
h d  that 9 acres, ont of the  reach of Congress:  not  subject to  the 

wilderness bill, is  available  for  such development as the agency  may 
i l l  its  infinite wisdom prescribe in  the  future. 

I, for  example, would not  want  to  plug these big holes in  the wil- 
derness area  and  leare  it up to some developer mho may  want  to de- 
cide they  want  to go I I ~  there  at sometime in  the  future. 

Mr. REED. 3Ir. Chairman, I hare no problem with  that.  The  ad- 
ministrntors  have foreseen the  day,  without >-our guidance, as 
indicnted in  the  legislative  history,  that  they mould hare been pre- 
w:ted from placing  a  data collection gauge, wl1ich might be  of mfi- 
nite w c ,  in  this system. If indeed,  these  collection devices are  part of 
:?n administration  function of that  area, I see no  problem. 

Senator CHI-RCFL If we should hare  anything  further, such as a 
conrt action, please come back to  this committee and if I am still 
ile1.e ne, will amend the law. 

Mr. REED. Fine,  sir. 

n ~ l  patrol rnbins in  enclares.  We  consider these facilities  to be  es- 
Ollr proposals also  place  unmanned as  Fell  as  manned firetowers 

?entia1 to  the  safety  and well-being of wilderness  travelers, as well 
:Is necessary to  protect  the  wilderness resources, and as such  they 
m ?  be allowed nithin section 4 of the  Wilderness Act of 1964. 
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Howel-er,  there is some question about  this  interpretation  and there- 
fore. we h a r e  placed these facilities  in enclaves. 

We would hare no objection to  including  them in the wildernwa i# 
this committee determines that these facilities  are  compatible with 
the gonls of the TVilderness Act. 

Perll:~ps  the most difhcult problem we have been considering is the 
~n:xsinl~un cumpsite  derelopment allowed mithin wilderness. As you 
k 1 1 0 ~ .  lh. Ch:1irnmn. n e  are experiencing  heavy  demands  in  the 
back comltry mld Ke expect this demand to increase. If some mini- 
nl l . lm c:Inlpsiire t l e \ - e l o ~ ) ~ ~ ~ c ~ l t  m-ithin dde rness  areas were acceptable 
to the conmittee and the Congress. our park managers could allow 
gretlter  nlunbers of 1)eol)le to w e  the bnck conntry,  and at  the same 
time  continne to protect the resource. The maximum  development we 
envision nt an?- one site is :I pit,  toilet,  four fire rings,  a  manuallv op. 
emtecl n-nter primp. and in some areas of extreme  weather cbndi- 
tions, a three-sicled lean-to-tFpe  shelter. In such a campsite, we 
~vould  linlit  the  nlunber of people using it at anv one time to 10. 

Senator cnx-mx. J I ~ .  Secwtar>-, I personally see notlling  wrong 
in  that. nrrangement :IS long as it  represents  the  minimum necessarv 
facilities. FOT esnnll>~e. a. mmuaHy  operated m t e r  pump, I woul& 
a w ~ m e  it wonld old\- go i n   i n  the cnse 11-here the lack of water sup- 
ply makes it necessary to install some kind of deyice of that kind. 

Mr. REED. I unders tad ,  sir. 
W e  propose to nse natural  materials  for  the  construction of these 

facilities nnd mnke  then1 as unobtrusive as possible. As I have  said, 
this is the  masitnun,  de~-eIoptnent~ n-e anticipate  at  any one site: 
n ~ s t   are^ wo~dcl not hnT-e shelters or manually  operated  mater 
pnmp5. In the proposals I ~ P  are mtking  today, JTe have  placed  these 
campsites in encla\-es: llowc\-er. lye wonld hare  no objection to  in- 
cluding then1 in ~ ~ i l d e r n e s  if the committee finds them to be accept- 
able. 

Mr. Chairmnn. these a re  d l  questions of serious  concern to  us  and 
to  the people in  this conntr>- who are  interested  in wilderness. W e  
raise  them toda?- before 11-e discuss the  individual  national  park wil- 
clerness propos:~ls becanse the!- are germane to  the  dialogue  that I 
nm crrtain v i11  take place as :on consider these proposals, and the 

Important  in mox-ing :1head rapidly  to  establish these wonderful  and P witlance provitled by tltis connuittee in  resolring these issues ail1 be 





recommended ? 
.. 

IIr. REED. SO, sii'. 
Senator CHIXCII. The  Thite  areas on the  map,  are  around  the 

shoreline,  the areas where the  camping  grounds  are  of a more elabo- 
rate  character  than  the \Tilderness would permit; is that  correct? 

A h .  REED. Yes, sir. 
Senator C~rmrc~r.  I n  the  light of o m  new understanding, those 

areas  are  elaborate  campgrounds  that  ought to be  excluded. 
Jlr. REED. There is nne up there  tha,t ve still have a little discus- 

sion  about,  that looks like a fish hook, a little boggy ground. 
Senator CIILTCFI. Mr. Secretarv,  would you do  this, mould you 

have  your people prepare  amendments to your proposal t,llat wiU 
conform vit!l the  criteria me have been discussing, please, so we can 
have some guidance in revising these bills? 

xould be delighted. 
Mr. REED. Pes, sir, vith  the  format you gave  us  this  morning, we 

Sewtor  CHCRCII. Thank ?-ou so much. 
Mr.  REED. Jlr. Beattie,  the  snperintendent  is  here,  if you have  any 

questions for him. 
Senator CIERCH. I don't. think I do. You made a very good state- 

ment  for  the case. 
SEQCJOIA/KIXGS CANYOS 

Mr. REED. Located in east  c,entral  California,  Sequoia  and ICiigs 
Canvon  Sntional  Parks w r e  established  in 1890 and 1940, respec- 
tireir.  Coataining R total of 817,193 acres, thev  share a common 
bonnhrr   for  about 30 miles and  are  administered  as a single  unit of 
the  Sational Park System. These parks are  distinguished by the 
giant seqnoin trees, vhicl: attain  their greatest size and  density  here, 
and  the Sierra Kenuln 3lo1nltain range mhich rises to  its loftiest  al- 
tit!ldes \l-itliin these 1]:1rl<s. Sear l r  E! mi!lion people x-isit these two- 
park.; an~x~:~!ly.  nnd in 19GS nearly 16!000 people used the back coun- 
t ry  trails. 

L\ preliminnry \TiliCc~1~nes proposal of  740.165 acres. consisting of 
t\To wi t s ,  was developed bv the Pnrk Service. Following  public 
llenrings 11e!c1 on tllis propo<a1, F.XI acres were addecl, and 26:737 
acres were deleted,  resulting  in a final ~~*ilderness recommendation of 
F.l.970 acres. 

The additions reflect certain  cst~nsions  of  the  rilderness bound- 
ary closer to derelopecl areas and  the  park  boundary,  and  the inclu- 
siox of four recent11 acquired prirate inholdings  out of the seven in- 
holdings  in  the  original  proposal. 

The dt.lrtions include a Ih-mile  buffer zone along  the soutll and 
\vest park bol1ndar,v, an overflow area from  Mineral  Icing. a 5.400 
a c ~  are:: to s?.tllcly for  thc clcvr!opment of orer!ool;s and  interpretive 
f:lc.iliti<,G ~ ~ I ~ x I ~  Giant Forwt. a n t 1  nn solnc' c~:lcl:lves for  S T I O T ~  gazp: , .  . . .  , .  
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?Ir. REED. Yes; we do. It. is on an important.  trail between giant 
f , , : , t d  :md cedar  grove. 

+nntor CIKRCII. Then  it would be necessary in  that case to estab- 
lis11 enclave because that wonld be a  nonconforming use in that 
,,:lyticda.r area. 

I have  no other  questions on that. 
311.. ?.zcu. I !\are  to go back- 
5,,lI:ltor ClrunclI. I m-odd appreciate an amended  version in  the 

Ili!!. 

>[r. REED. JIr. Chairman, can I go back to  patrol  cabins  or  huts. I 
iie;lrtl you indicate this  morning  that  patrol  cabins  and  huts which 
,\-ere simple and used for line  business  could in  your  opinion,  stand 
t 1 , p  test of being  included  in  t.he  wilderness  area,  where  necessary 

7 ,  

,llillg  that  are necessary. 

,,v,,:[ld be an  exclusion. 

I l l i l t  n-onld be a  nonconforming use. 

>[r. REED. Where we have tent  platforms  and food service, that 

 lato tor CHURCH. Yes;  that obviously is the  kind of development 

>[r. REED. Aill  right.  We will  go  over  t,he North Cascades now. 

SORTH CASCADES 

'!le Sort11 Cascades coml>les,  located  in northrestern  Washing- 
. i l l i .  consists of Sorth Cascades National Park and Ross Lake  and 
I.;l!,-(, ('hclan Sation:d  Recreation Arezs. Established  in 1968, the 
,.,>~.,~p!es encompasses 674,000 acres, of which the  park comprises 
:,1w?fl0 acres. 

The  North Cascades National  Park  is a.n awesome region of 
.il:lrpl~ eroded  mountains  containing  one-third of the  glaciers of the 
I\ coniipons  States. Ross Lake  and  Lake  Chelan  National  Recrea- 

r i , j ! l  .hens  contain, respectively,  impounded  reaches of the  Skagit 
, ! : I I ~  Steheliin Rivers, wl1ic.h drain most of the  highest  parkland. I n  
!!I;[. nlore than 200.000 people visited this  outstandmg complex. 

.\ preliminary proposal.  developed in 1 R i O .  descr~lwd three areas 
~~l~: l l ing  514.000 acres as suitable  for  wilderness  designation,  as 
-! .o \ \ -n  on the display  map  eshibit B. Following  public  hearings  and 
~ ~ r . t l d ~  of the master plan for the complex, 1,940 acres  were added 
1 . 1  : I d  60 amps  deleted from the proposal, resulting  in a final recom- 
:wll,icd ri!tlcrnecs of !jl.i,,CSO acres. 

111 ;mit I the corridor for  the proposed Price  Lake  tramway  was 
. ~ ~ l ~ l t ~ d  to t!!e recommended wilderness, as were the enclaves for  the 
fcwr proposed hostels. Small enclaves  were retained  at  t.hree of these 
: ~ ~ ~ 7 : ~ t i o n s  to permit  the  continued use of trail shelters. As I stated in 
ill! opening remarks,  these  enclaves would be recommended for wil- 
/I'IXCSS dc<ipntion if the committee  finds our description of a wil- 

~ 1 ~ ~ 1 ~ 1 : t ~ s  campsite acceptable. 
.\ (-orridor i n  the  Arctic Creek area is provided as XII a!te,rnntc 

-!It1 for a  trmlln-ay. 
111 lmit 2. enst of Ross Lake, the  master  plan now shows a deletion 

t''l1' :I11 e n c h n  for  a hostel. In unit 3, south of the  North Cross State 
l f ~ ~ l l \ ~ : l y .  a similar  deletion has been made to provide for a pro- 

;0-;311-;.!-9 
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posed hostel 011 the Pacific  Crest  Trail. These two enclaves will 
vide  Ilostel-t,ype facilities  linking  the  adjacent developed  areas. 

Senator C H ~ C H .  lvill you tell  me  what  these hostels  will be? 
JIr. REED. JIinimum service facility  eithe,r  a  tent or simple strue 

twc,  \\-k\ere an individual  can  stay  overnight  and  a  hot  meal  and 
bedroom n-odd he provided. It would  be about  the same type of 
facility  as  the one in Sequoia. 

Scnator CIITR~II .  There would be food  provided. 
Mr. REED. Yes. 
Sc.nntor Cr~rrtc~r. I t  would be a  nonconforming use. 
Mr. REED. Pes. 
lVe. have  also  included the 16.000-acre corridor previously pro. 

posed for  the  Colonial  Peak  Tramway  in  unit 3 of the wilderness 
area. 

Senator C I I ~ C I I .  You say the  trammay  is  built. 
Mr. REED. There  will be n tramway  built. 
Senator C I I ~ ; ~ C I K .  I t  is a  nonconforming use as  far as  wilderness is 

Mr. REED. We  have now narrowed it  to 2 of those. 
Senator CHCRCH. Can't  you  write  this  bill  in  such a wa 

concerned. 

one you choose will be excluded from  the  bill, one  you c 00% that and the 
don't  build  anything on, will become a part of it  and you  don't have 
t,o come back  again ? 

Mr. REED. Absolutely,  sir. 
Tlro  additional  areas  not proposed for inclusion in  the  wildernw 

area  are  the Beax-er Creek and  Thunder  Creek  Valleys. These  val- 
lys  have been excluded  solely because they  may be altered by future 
hydroelectric development. The  Federal  Power Commission is con- 
sidering  an  application  for  increasing  the  height of Ross Dam b 
1% feet  which, if built, rrould flood the 6 mdes of Beaver Cree i 
Va.lley  non-  excluded from wilderness. An application for a license 
to  construct  a  dam on the  upper  part of Thunder Creek  which, if 
built,,  would  divert 90 percent of the  water  from  Thunder Creek 
t.hrough  a  tunnel  under Ruby Mountain  to Ross Lake makes this 
area  unavailable  for  consideration  for  wilderness  designation at  this 
time. 

Should  these licenses be denied,  there  areas would qualify  for wil- 
derness  designation  and would  make  valuable additions  to it. We 
would  have no objections  to the committee  considering  inclusion of 
these  areas  in  the wilderness contingent upon the  denial of these 
licenses. 

SHEXSNDOAH 

Extending 90 miles along  the  crest of the Blue R,idge in Virginia, 
Shenandoah  Xationa,l  Park  hosts  approximately 21,$ million  visitors 
each  year.  Established in 1935, the  park now encompasses 193,533 
acres. 

Its primary resources are scenic forested  mountains,  animal  life, 
and  human  history  involving  mountain people, the Nation's west- 
ward movement, and  the  Civll  War.  The  park's 105 mile  segment of 
the %?-line Drive  is  a  major  visitor  attraction. 

The'preliminary  wilderness  proposal  presented  at  public  hearings 
in 1967 consisted of about 61,940 acres. The  National  Park Service 



used for. 

located? 
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Senator C I I ~ C I I .  TI%nt about  the  Hoover  Camp,  where  is 

Mr. HOSKIX~. Outside of the  wilderness  area. 
Senator CHURCII. What about. the  other  facility; I hare used 

that 

both 
of them. 

Mr. HOSKISS. White-Oak. 
Senator CHURCH. White-Oak. 
Slr. HOSKISS. And  t,llat is excluded  too, sir. 
Senator CHCXCII. Is that  the whole  pa.rB? 
Mr. HOSKIXS. This is Waynesboro and  Front Royal. 
Mr. REED.  Would yon point out the  area where the stock  drivemay 

I I W  is? I will let the  Superintenclent  explain it,. 
Mr. HOSKISS. When  the  park  was  acqnired  it  separated people 

living on its west side from  their  land  located  on the other side, and 
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Re have permitted  them  through  the  years  to  drive  the  cattle,acroq 
the p r k  at  that location. 

It has  not  caused us any  administrative  trouble.  Otherwise in 
ordm to take  care of their stock,  they  would  llave to  drive 120 mil@, 
ahc.rens  thev can drive 25 and do the same, take  care of the stock 
under this Iiermit they are using. 
311.. I<EED.  Tllat. I wonld presume. xould be allowed under  the 

grazing esplanntion  and can be  removed- 

I t I l i u Ic  so. It is only  a temporary  t,rnnsfer. 
Senntor CTIITCTI. Right. 

JIr. HOSKIXS. Trucks  are used. They are  driven  in  trucks. 
Srnator  Cm~c1.1. Then that is  not  conforming. 
311.. REEU. But it is only used for that  single  purpose, Mr. Chair- 

T I l e  on117 t,inle it is used is to  drive  the  stock  and  that is the only 

$ir. I didn’t. get your  permission this  morning,  verbally,  to con- 

S m t o r  CIIURC.H. Certainly. 
311.. REED. Located in southwestern Utah,  Cedar  Breaks  National 

JIon~nncnt was established by Presiclential  proclamation in 1933. It 
n o r  comprises 6,154 acres. 

The monument was established  to  preserve a gigantic  multicolored 
nntllral :~mpl~itheater within which limestone has been eroded  into 
fantnstic shapes. Orer :iO0,000 people  now visit  there each 
Facilities  for  their use are  concentrated  along  the scenic rim (!lear. rlve 
extending tl:e le1@ of the monument. 

111 1967 a publlc henring was held  concerning the  preliminary  pro- 
posd to designate 4,600 ncres as wilderness. It was  there suggested 
that  the milderness be enlarged by adding  the strip of land between 
the rim of  the  “breaks” and t.he monument  road.  However, that strip 
of land is highlp develol)cd for visitor use and receives concentrated 
sightseeing use by most  visitors. 

After  further consideration of management needs it has been 
decided that  the nla.nagement zone adjacent  to  the  north, west, and 
south rnonwnent  boundaries be widened from yl6 mile to !/s mile. 
This mnnapement zone is necessary to  provide sufficient space for 
nctirities which  may be necessary to protect  the  monument  from 
external influences. This  adjustment  results  in a final  recommended 
wiiderness of 4,370 acres. 

man. 

time the <oacI comes int.0 use. 

tinue on with  Cedar  Breaks. May I do SO? 

TI*{: hare Nr. Ehorn. arra manager. 
&nator CIIVRCII. The yellow ])art  around  there  is  another one of 

Mr. KEED. I seem to have lost the  last  Imrarranh. Mr. Chairman. I 
these buffer zones: is that  correct? 

have lost one paragraph of what I &s snpposed  to  read. No, I 
didn‘t. That is right. 

c 7 &  

The  manageme~t area designed in yellow was  considered  necessary 
from the  manngewmt p i n t  of view, bnt-what mere t.he reasons it 
\I-as deleted? 
311.. E~roxs.  The management zone initially  was  one-sixteenth of a 

mile, nnd was cllanged to one-eight,h. 
JIr. REED. It, was amended to go from one-sistemth  to  ow-eighth 

as :1 normal buffer zone around  a wilderness area, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator CHI.HCH. \Vhy is  the buffer zone needed, specifically,  why 
is i t  needed? 

Mr. EIIOZS. Mr. Chairman,  that management zone was  there in 
c:lse we needed to  go  down  and  put  up  a fence because of grazing we 
hnve outside of the wilderness  area. 

Senat.or CIILXGH. Couldn't  you put  up a  fence on the  boundary, 
\\-ithout  making a bnfler zone. 

What . would ~~ prevent  you from  putting  up  a fence, why  do  you 
need a buffer zone ? 

Mr. REED. The  superintendent  is  reallv  not responsible for it. 
'rllrse were instrnctiois  that came from  the  Park Serv'lce. 

Senator CIIrxcH. I see, the same thing. 
> h .  I:EEI). If this recommendation of yours, made this  morning, 

Eta!lds, me are going  to  have  to go back and  examine  Petrified 
Forest, and cratcrs of the moon, where they  hare  the same thing. 
.i:ld that, if I read you correctly, is no  longer  considered necessary. 

JIr. Chairm>ul.  this  Department  has  prepared wilderness recom- 
nlendations for the  former  Arches  and  Capitol Reef National Monu- 
ments. Public Lams 92-155 nncl 32-90?' recrntlr abolished  those 
,llollnments sild established the  Arches  and  Capitol Reef National 
p:~&s, respecti\-el,v. Eadt of these parks is substantially  larger  than 
its 1)reclecessor n;nnnmr!?t rzhirh -rere the  units  studied for wilder- 
l : e j ~  sTxitabilitJ-. Those  acts  provide that  within 3 years of enactment 
tile Secretary uj: tile h e r i o r  shall make  recommendations a.s to the 
i;11it;tbility of any area  within those parks  for  preservation as wil- 
(1er:less. Because this  Department's wilderness  recommendations for 
tllose former monuments Kill be the  basis  for  any  future  wilderness 
&signation i n  the  parks, we believe t,hat  consideration of those reo 
ommendations is proper. 

T!lere is no controversy, over this, Mr. Chairman,  as  to whebher 
1-011 .rvoulcl wish to  hear  these or wish to  have us- 
' Senator CHTXCH. Mr. Secretary, since  these are  not  in  t,he  bill 
Iwfore IIS? perhaps you can  omit  it, bec:wse  of the lateness of the 
hour. 

Xr. REED.  Would it be the  Chairman's wishes for ns to go back 
:~nd  study these and come back at  a future  date? 

Senator C H ~ C H .  Wonld you do that? I want  to  thank you for 
>-our excellent testimonv. 

Mr. REED. I am  pardcularl?  grateful for being  here, Mr. Chnir- 
n ~ n ,  and I beliere  with the  information we ascertained here  today, 
n-e will have an easier time  with  the  National  Park  Service  propos- 
als and those of the  Bureau of Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife. 

Senator CHE-RCII. Ladies  and gentlemen, we have  a  problem. W0 
have mally more witnesses still  to  hear  from  and some of them are 
from out. of town and some of them are from W,Vashington. 1 am 
going to  try  to accommodate the out-of-ton-ners,  and if time does: not 
perm$ and I can% accommodate Washington witnesses, I can  ask 
tllcm to come  back at  another time. 

We  vi11 start wit.11 the  nest  panel, Mr. Thomas, attorney, I<ings 
River Water Associat,ion, California,  and Mr. Robert E. Leake, Jr., 
Kings River  Water  Master,  California. 
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still have the  wilderness  experience even if we see a plane,  get  a 
glimpse of a house. In  fact,  there is no point  in  North  America 
today  where we can  get  away  from  planes  overhead. 

In  conclusion, we wish to emphasize that  the  amount of land  in 
the east  suitable  for  wilderness classification is severely  limited. The 
little  there is, is subject to intensive use and will be more  intensively 
used as time goes on. The principle of allowing  private  capital to 
provide  accommodations  outside  the  parks so that  people  who  wish 
to  sightsee and  drive  may  take  advantage of the  park on  a  day use 
basis is a  sound one. Passage of S. 3541 will  assure  the  protection of 
one of the  few  places  in the eastern  United  States. 

Not  only  will  the  many  millions of people  within  a  short  drive of 
the  park  have  the  satisfaction of knowing  they  have  an  opportunity 
for  a  wilderness experience. The  many  thousands  who  are  already 
using  the  wilderness  areas-citizens close at  hand  and  far  away, visi- 
tors  to  the  eastern  United  States  from  foreign  lands  can be assured 
for  all  time of genuine  wilderness  experience. 

Thank you again  for  the  opportunity  to  present  our views. 
We  thank you  very  much. 
Senator CHURCH. Thank you for  your  statement. I want to say 

while you are here, speaking of Shenandoah,  that I am especially 
delighted to see this proposal for wilderness  within  Shenandoah 
National  Park.  As I sald  this  morning,  my  famil  and I have  often 
hiked  out  into  the  wilderness of Shenandoah-a P ways  a  refreshing, 
uplifting  experience of the  very  kind  that we wanted  to  foster by 
protecting  wilderness  areas. 

Now, in  particular, I want  to commend the  National  Park Service 
for  recognition that  this  land,  though once abused  by  various dis- 
turbances  decades  ago,  has  recovered  under  the natural restorative 
powers of natural forces, to  the  point  where it, indeed, in  the lan- 
guage of section 2(c) of the  Wilderness  Act  “generally  appears to 
have been affected primarily  by  the  forces of nature, with the 
impact of man’s work  substantially  unnoticeable.” 

This is one of the  great  promises of the  Wilderness  Act,  that we 
can  dedicate formerly  abused  areas  where  the  primeval scene can be 
restored by natural forces, so that we can  have a truly  National  Wil- 
derness  Preservation  System. I have  heard it said by some who are 
simply  ill-informed that no areas  in  the  Eastern United States can 
meet the  test of qualification under  the  definition of wilderness  in 
the  Wilderness Act. That is just not so. Indeed, we placed  three 
national  forest  wilderness  units  into  the  National  Wilderness Preser- 
vation  System  in the 1964 act,  all of which lies in the  East,  all of 
which had  a  former  history of some land abuse. This was n o t 1  
repeat  categorically-this was not  merely  a  grandfathering  arrange- 
ment. It was, and  is, a standing  and  intentional  precedent  to  enwur- 
age  such  areas to be found  and  designated  under  the  act in other 
eastern  locations. 

Subsequently,  in  the  passage of  a number of individual  wilderness 
areas in  national  wildlife  refuges  in  the East,.  we have  this same 
precedent  the 25,000 acre  Seney  National  Wildlife  Refuge  in  north- 
ern  Michigan,  the Moosehorn National  Wildlife  Refuge in Maine, 
nnd others, all  have been designated  under  the  same  Wilderness Act. 
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There are  other  areas in the  eastern  national  forests  which  will cep- 
tainly be found to be suitable, if the  Forest  Service  will  approach 
its t.ask and  obligations in a  reasonable and responsive  manner. In 

$reas, without  in  anyway  denegrating  the  hi h standards of the 
this way, we can have a truly  national system  of representative 

overall system-and I agree  wlth  Senator  A f lott that we would 
[lever want to do that. 

I say this  as  a Westerner who loves this  eastern  country  and  finds 

&in in the Appalachian’s. 
much beauty  in  the  Appalachian  Mountains, in  fact we keep  a little 

It is a quarter to 6 and  this  hearing is adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at  5:45 p.m., the  hearing was adjourned.) 


